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Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1. 17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 12/19/2005 has been entered. 

2. The objection of claims 26 and 27 is withdrawn. 

Response to Amendment and Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments, see "Remarks", filed 12/19/2005, with respect to the rejection(s) 
of claim(s) 1-8, 1 1-13, 16 and 22-29 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, 
a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Halmann et al. 6,526,163. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 25 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the preamble "A machine 
readable medium . . . .comprising the steps of:" of claim 25 is non-statutory because the 
terminology "A machine readable medium" (emphasis added) alone has no set definition. A 
statutory product with descriptive material must include a positive recitation of the computer 
readable medium - MPEP 2106, case law, USTPO policy, all are founded on this. 

Claims not specifically addressed depend from indefinite antecedent claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-8, 1 1-13, 16 and 22-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Iizuka et al. U.S. Patent No. 5,485,561 and Halmann et al. 
U.S. Patent No. 6,526,163. 

As to claim 1, Iizuka discloses a method for communicating area information in a 
common framework implemented on hardware (FIG. 10), comprising the steps of: 

providing to the hardware a first set of instructions (expression defines relation) which 
generates an area of interest (AOI) defined by a first geometric shape (region of interest is drawn 
according to common and shape variables) (abstract); 

defining with the hardware the first geometric shape by one or more coordinates (FIG. 4; 
FIG 5 and FIG 6); 

converting with the hardware the one or more coordinates to a second set of coordinates 
for use with a second set of instructions different than the first set of instructions, wherein the 
second set of coordinates is defined by a new AOI which includes information associated with 
the first set of instructions and which is interpreted by the second set of instructions (second 
region of interest is calculated by the common variables of the first region of interest). 

Iizuka does not explicitly teach the concept of "wherein the common framework provides 
that different recognition AOI systems, each using its own set of conventions for describing area 
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information, is compatible with one another. Halmann father teaches a method of 
communicating area information on a hardware (ultrasound system) wherein the common 
framework provides that different recognition AOI systems (different/multiple processors 
operate differently to from area of interest), each using its own set of conventions for describing 
area information, is compatible with one another (abstract and FIG. element 302). Modifying 
Iizuka's method for communicating area information according to Halmann would able to utilize 
different processors/systems for parallel processing to maximize the processor usage and 
operating systems efficiently (column 2, lines 40-65). This would improve processing and 
therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art to modify Iizuka 
according to Halmann. 

As to claim 2, Iizuka discloses the method of claim 1, wherein the new AOI associated 
with second set of instructions define a second geometric shape (abstract). 

Regarding claims 3 and 4, Iizuka teaches inherently accounts for the first and second 
geometric shapes to be both the same and different (FIG. 2). 

As to claim 5, Iizuka teaches that the first geometric shape is more constrained than the 
second geometric shape, (the process of draw and redrawn to generate more constrained 
geometric shape). 

Regarding claim 6, Iizuka discloses wherein the first and the second geometric shape is 
one of a bounding box, a parallelogram, a rectangle and a polygon (square) (FIG. 2). 

With regard to claim 7, Iizuka discloses the method of claim 6, wherein the bounding box 
is more constrained than the parallelogram, the rectangle and the polygon. Note that claim 6 
presents a number of shapes in the alternative, wherein the Examiner has chosen one of them, 
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namely the polygon. In this case, claim 7 merely further defines one of the alternatives that were 
not chosen, and therefore claim 7 is properly rejected on the basis of the rejection of claim 6. 

Regarding claim 8, Iizuka discloses the method of claim 2, wherein the one or more 
coordinates and the second set of coordinates are at least one point which defines the first 
geometric shape and the second geometric shape, respectively (FIG. 2 and FIG. 3). 

As to claim 11, Iizuka discloses the method further comprising the step of translating the 
second geometric shape by a predetermined amount compared to the first geometric shape 
(shifting geometric shape) (FIG. 13, S10). 

As to claim 12, Iizuka discloses the method of claim 2, further comprising the step of 
scaling (enlarge) the second geometric shape by a predetermined amount compared to the first 
geometric shape (FIG. 12, "3:Enlarge"). 

As to claim 13, Iizuka discloses the method of claim 12, wherein the step of scaling is 
performed in at least one of a vertical (Y) and horizontal direction (X) (since the coordinate 
system is Cartesian, e.g., X, Y coordinates, any scaling would occur in one of the two 
directions). 

Regarding claim 16, Iizuka discloses the method of claim 2, wherein the step of defining 
the first geometric shape includes the steps of determining whether the first geometric shape 
includes one of: (i) at least three points; (ii) a distinct starting point, fast end point and a slow end 
point; (iii) a non-zero distance between a starting point and a fast end point; and (iv) a non zero 
area (any polygon/square having more than three points would be determined, column 9, lines 
41-48; also, any polygon/square that is not a point or line, would have a non zero area). 

With regard to claim 22, please refer back to claim 1 for the teaching and explanation. 
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Regarding claim 23, following the same line of reasoning as for claim 3 and claim 5, the 
second AOI space is the same shape or is more constrained than the initial AOI space. 

Claim 24 is drawn to a system which corresponds to the method of claim 1 . The 
discussion applied above for claim 1 is applicable to claim 24. The system is shown, for 
example, in Fig. 10 of Iizuka. Additionally, Iizuka f s method is intended to run on a computer, 
hardware, or a combination of hardware and software (Fig. 10). 

Claim 25 is drawn to a machine readable medium which corresponds to claim 1 . The 
discussion applied above for claim 1 is applicable to claim 25. Iizuka 's method is intended to 
run on a computer, or a combination of hardware and software (Fig. 10). In the computer or 
software, the machine readable medium containing code is inherent. 

For claims 26-29, Iizuka discloses a method wherein the new AOI defines a bounded area 
shape and wherein, after the converting, the first geometric shape is bounded or constrained by 
the bounded area shape (abstract). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. G 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 9, 10, and 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.G 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the combination of Iizuka et al. U.S. Patent No. 5,485,561 and Halmann et al. U.S. Patent No. 
6,526,163, applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Wang U.S. Patent No. 4,701,752. 
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Regarding claim 9, Iizuka does not explicitly teach the method further comprising the 
step of rotating the second geometric shape by a predetermined amount compared to the first 
geometric shape. Wang further teaches a method of further process an image processing wherein 
the generated mirror image (second image) is rotated by a predetermined amount (according to 
the pointing cursor position) (abstract and FIG. 7, element 34). Modifying Iizuka' s method of 
communicating area information according to Wang would able to rotate the images for further 
processing. This would improve processing and therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
the ordinary skill in the art to modify Iizuka according to Wang. 

Regarding claim 10, Wang further teaches the method wherein the step of rotating is 
performed at an origin (at an axis) (column 4, lines 1-10). In addition, to utilize a specific axis of 
rotation is considered an arbitrary decision, up to the desires of the user or designer, and thus is 
not considered a patentable distinction. 

As to claim 14, Wang discloses mirroring points of a second geometric shape compared 
to a first (Figs. 2 and 3). The mirroring occurs about the horizontal axis. Wang states that 
mirroring can advantageously provide a dramatic effect on displayed graphics (column 1, lines 
33-36). 

Regarding claim 15, Wang further discloses the method of claim 2, further comprising 
the step of orienting the second geometric shape differently than the first geometric shape (when 
rotating, column 6, lines 45-47, the second shape would be oriented differently than the first). 



10. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 17-21 are allowed. 
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1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian Q. Le whose telephone number is 571-272-7424. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 A.M - 5:30 P.M. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Mancuso can be reached on 571-272-7695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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